ATTITUDESTOWARD A WORKPLACE SMOKING BAN AND
PATRONIZING ALCOHOL-SERVING ESTABLISHMENTSIN

KING AND PIERCE COUNTIES, WASHINGTON

PUBLIC HEALTH - SEATTLE & KING COUNTY
TACOMA —PIERCE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

September 2005

f’Rublic Health f. »

Seattle & King County ’ )TACOMAPH{RCE COUNTY
TOBACCO PREVENTION PROGRAM \p’ o ® HEALTH DEPARTMENT

@Cit)' of Seatile @King County




Executive Summary
Thisreport presents findings on pulli ¢ atitudes and consumer behavior regarding
concern for second-hand smoke, suppat for alegal ban onall workplace smoking
(including bars), and attendance d bars and ather establi shments that serve dcohd.
Findings are based onsuccessve, randam surveysin 2003and 20050f persons 21 years

old and ower residing in King and Pierce Courties, Washington.

The major findings of thisreport include: asmoking ban in Pierce Courty was not
asciated with an aggregate lossin bar patronage, the anount of time patrons dayed at
bars, na the number of drinks purchased while & bars; suppat for a statewide smoking
banin al puldic placesis overwhelming among every demographic and has seaily
increased- with the exception d smokers; for every one responcdent who reported that a
smoking ban would cause them to go to bars lessoften four respondents reported that a
ban would cause them to go more often and roughly five reported that a ban would make
no dfferenceontheir behavior; suppat for asmoking ban was smilar amongthe general

popdation and bar patrons.

This report was commissoned by Public Hedth- Seattle & King Cournty and Tacoma-
Pierce Courty Hedth District with funds provided by Washington State Department of
Hedth. The study was condwcted by Gilmore Research Groupand anaysis was
conducted by GroupHeath Community Foundation. For more information regarding

thisreport contad: tobaaco. prevention@metrokce.gov.
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Summary of Findings
Concern for seacond-hand smoke is widespread among survey responcents. According to
the 2005survey, large mgjorities (90.3 percent in King and 89.6percent in Pierce
County) consider sesoond-hand smoke very or somewhat harmful, and are very or
somewhat concerned (78.9 percent in King and 79.2percent in Pierce Courty) with

seawnd-hand smoke.

In bah courties, large mgjorities suppat aban onsmoking in al workplaces, including
bars and aher establi shments that serve dcohd. According to the 2005survey, 78.2
percent in King and 73.5percent in Pierce Courty suppat (strongly or somewhat) such a
ban. Among survey respondents, suppat for aban is highly similar acossage groups
and abou equal among those who visited and dd na visit an alcohd-serving

establi shment over the past year.

The presence of a Pierce Courty ban onsmoking in all workplaces, in effed during part
of 2004,was generally not accompanied by reduced petronage of acohd-serving
establishments in Pierce Courty. Percentages of survey respordents who hed visited
acohd-serving establi shments $rowed noevidence of dedine between 2003and 2005 n

either King or Pierce Courty.

A number of other survey findings suggested that a smoking ban might increase rather
than deaease patronage of acohad-serving establi shments by King and Pierce Courty

residents. According to the 2005survey, maoriti es indicated that they would visit



establi shments that served alcohd equally or more often if smoking were prohibited
(91.5 percent in King County and 88.6percent in Pierce Courty). Inthe 2005survey,
magjoriti es of responcdents indicaed that they had avoided bars over the preceding two
months because they were bothered by smoke (58.3in Kingand 57.4in Pierce Courty).
The percentages of individualsin bah courties who indicaed they had avoided bars due

to smoking rose significantly between 2003and 2005.



Introduction

Prohibition d smoking in pulic acommodations has become an issuein many
locdities. In many places, attention has focused on kars and aher establi shments that
serve dcohd. Operators of such establi shments have contended that a ban onsmoking
would seriously harm their businesses. Public hedth authorities, onthe other hand,
emphasi ze the hazard represented by second-hand smoking. Bars and aher venues that

serve dcohd, they paint out, are the workplaces of bar and restaurant employees.

In January, 2004,Pierce County, Washington, enaded a ban onsmoking in all
workplaces, including bars. In order to assessthe impad of this ban on gatronage of bars
and aher alcohd-serving establi shments, the Sedtle and King Courty and Tacma
Pierce Cournty Hedth Departments contraded for a series of surveys on patronage of
acohd-serving establi shments, concern for second-hand smoke, and attitudes toward a

workplacesmoking ban that included bars.

Surveys were conducted in April and May, 2003,and again in April and May, 2005. The
timing of these surveys corresponced to enadment of the Pierce Courty ban in a manner
that permitted a natural experiment to take placeregarding effeds on bar attendance. If
bar attendance and related consumer behavior dedined in Pierce Cournty between 2003
and 2005, bunat in King Courty, it might be inferred that the smoking ban dd in fact

adversely affed the businesses of bars and other alcohd-serving establi shments.



Public Hedth- Sedtle & King Courty and Tacma Pierce County Health District
contraded with Gilmore Research to conduct both the 2003and 2005surveys. Anaysis

of datafrom the surveys was condtcted by the GroupHedth Community Fourdation.

Methods

Employing arandam digit dialing procedure, Gilmore Research coll ected dataon 1607
King Courty and 1602Pierce Courty residents. A refusal rate of 45 percent of
individuals cdled was encourtered. Survey respondents tended to be older, more often
female, more often white, and lessoften smokers than the popuations of King and Pierce
Courties age 21 or over. For thisreason,the datawere weighted by age (44 yeas and
under versus 45 years and ower), race (white versus nonrwhite), gender (male versus
female), and smoking status (current smoker versus nonsmoker). Datawere also
weighted for the number of telephore lines responcents had at home to ensure that
individuals with more than ore telephore line were not overrepresented. Data analysis
concentrated on detecting differences between 2003and 2005survey resporses, and
comparing smokers with norsmokers. Relationships observed were tested for statistica

significancewith the di-square test.

A variety of items appeaed onthe interview schedule to assessattitudes toward a ban on
smoking and patronage of alcohd-serving establi shments. Questions on concern for
seand-hand smoke, percaved harm from second-hand smoke, and suppat versus

oppdaition to a smoking ban were asked of al survey responcents. All survey



responcents were asked whether they had patronized alcohd-serving establi shmentsin
the past 12 months, and those answering in the dfirmative were asked questions abou
feaures of their visits to these establishments. Refleding the fad that alcohd is srved
in many locations, the survey instrument asked respondents not only whether they had
visited a bar during the preceding 12 months, bu whether they had attended a bar, tavern,
nightclub, restaurant, pod hall, or gambli ng venue that served alcohd. A number of
additional survey questions did focus gedficdly on kars. These items asked
responcents whether concern over hazards or discomfort associated with smoking had

aff ected their attendance & bars over the past two months.

Findings

Concern with Second-Hand Smoke

Respondents to the surveys generally thouwght that second-hand smoke was harmful and
were aoncerned with second-hand smoke. Among King Courty responcents, Table 1
indicaes that 89.4 percent (2003survey) and 90.3percent (2005survey) considered
second-hand smoke very or somewhat harmful. Among Pierce Courty responcents, 86.8
percent (2003survey) and 89.6 jgrcent (2005 survey) considered second-hand smoke

very or somewhat harmful.

Table 2 presents results on concern with second-hand smoke. Among King Courty

responcents, 76.9 @rcent were very or somewhat concerned according to the 2003



survey; 78.9percent were very or somewhat concerned according to the 2005survey.
Among Pierce Courty responcents, the 2003survey indicated that 72.8 fercent were very
or somewhat concerned; the 2005survey indicated that 79.2 gercent were very or
somewhat concerned. In bah courties, the percentages of survey responcentsindicaing
that they were very or somewhat concerned with second-hand smoke increased between

2003and 20050y statisticdly significant margins.

Support for a Smoking Ban

Table 3 presents findings on suppat versus oppasition to aban onsmoking in all
workplaces, including bars andtaverns. In bah 2003and 2005 majoriti es of respordents
in King and Pierce Counties indicaed that they strongly suppated such aban. Among
King County residents, 52.5 grcent expressed strong suppat for aban according to the
2003survey, and 57.2 ercent strongly suppated a ban according to the 2005survey.
Strong suppat for a ban was expressed by 52.0 percent of Pierce Courty residentsin
2003and by 56.0percent in 2005. When responcents indicating that they strongly
suppat and somewhat suppat aban onworkplace smoking including bars are mmbined,
suppat for such abanisgreat, including 78.2 pgercent of King Courty residentsand 73.5
percent of Pierce Courty residents, according to the 2005survey. The percentages of
responcents indicaing that they strongly or somewhat suppated a ban rose between 2003
and 2005in bah courties, although the dhange was datisticdly significant only in King

County. Theseresults are summarized in Figure 1 (below).
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Figure 1. Per centage Supporting Workplace Smoking Ban

Suppat for asmoking ban was largely consistent acrosskey demographic caegories.
Relevant percentages are presented in Table 4 for King Courty and Table 5 for Pierce
County. These tables combine datafrom the 2003and 2005surveys. Although
individualsin the youngest age cdegory (21-24) are lesslikely to suppat a ban than
older individuals, clear majorities of the 21-24 year olds grongly or somewhat support
the ban (65.1 percent in King and 61.8percent in Pierce). Females were significantly
more likely to suppat aban than malesin bah courties, although majoriti es of survey
responcents of both genders grongly or somewhat suppated aban. King Courty
responcents who hed patronized alcohd-serving establi shments in the preceding year
were dou aslikely to strongly or somewhat suppat aban as those who had na
patronized such establi shments (75.1 versus 75.3 percent). Pierce County residents who

had visited an alcohd-serving establi shment were lesslikely to strongly or somewhat



suppat aban than thase who dd na attend such an establishment (71.2versus 77.6
percent), bu the diff erence was nat statisticdly significant. The only large difference
deteded in this analysis occurred between current smokers and ron-smokers, with only
31.3 ercent of King Courty smokers, and 29.4 ercent of Pierce Courty smokers

strongly or somewhat suppating a ban.

Effects of the Pierce County Smoking Ban on Consumer Behavior

A key objedive of thisresearch isto determine whether the workplace smoking ban
enaded in Pierce Courty in 2004affeded visits to acohd-serving establishments. As
noted ealier, operators of such establi shments often contend that a smoking ban would
reducetheir businessvolume. A declinein visits to bars, restaurants, and aher acohd-
serving venues between 2003and 2005, prticularly if this occurred among smokersin
Piercebut not in King County, could be interpreted as indicating that the ban in fad
harmed establi shments that served alcohd. The @sence of such a decline anong
smokers, or the presence of adedine only among smokersin King Courty, would
suggest that the smoking ban had na reduced patronage of the dcohd-serving

establi shments.

It isimportant to nde that a ban onsmoking canna affed behavior unlessit iswell
pulicized (aff ecting nonsmoker behavior) and enforced (affeding smoker behavior).
No data here were avail able on enforcement. However, asurvey item enqured abou

whether responcdents were avare of the Pierce Courty smoking ban. Only Pierce Cournty
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residents were asked this question. In resporse, 90.1percent of the smokers and 87.5

percent of the nonsmokers reported that they were aware of the ban.

Table 6 presents findings on whether or not survey respondents patronized establi shments
that served alcohd during the preceding 12 months. Separate percentages are presented
from the 2003and 2005surveys, for residents of King and Pierce Courties, and for
smokers, norsmokers, and smokers and norsmokers combined. Table 6 was computed
with a spedal focus on attendance d bars. Accordingly, individuals who reported that
they had attended restaurants without separate bars, bu no aher type of acohd-serving
establi shment, were mnsidered na to have visited an establi shment that served alcohd
for the purposes of Table 6. Only 33 respondents who reported visiting an establi shment
that sold alcohd indicaed that they had visited orly alcohd-serving restaurants withou

separate bars.

According to Table 6, the percentage of individuals who visited establi shments that
served alcohd increased within all caegories, though noto a statisticdly significant
degree Theincreasein percentages who reported visiting a cohd-serving establi shments
was greater among smokers than among norsmokers. Among smokers in King Courty,
the percentage visiti ng establi shments that sold alcohd rose from 82.3in 2003to 89.0in
2005. Among smokers in Pierce Courty, the percentage visiting establi shments that sold
alcohd rose from 84.7in 2003to 91.2in 2005,a magnitude of increase that approached

statisticd significance (p = .05). Figure 2 (below) summarizes these results.
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Figure 2. Attendance at Alcohol-Serving Establishmentsin Past 12 Months

Other indicators of consumer behavior were included in the surveys aswell. These items,
for example, asked responcents who hed attend al cohd-serving establi shments over the
past 12 months (excluding restaurants that served alcohd but withou separate bar
sedions) how often they usually attended, hawv longthey stayed, and hav many drinks
they consumed. It isimportant to nae that these survey items referenced alcohd-serving
establi shments as “bars or clubs,” indicating to the responcent that these words sgnified

“places that serve dcohd.”

Table 7 present findings on frequency of attendancefrom the 2003and 2005surveys, for
residents of King and Pierce Courties, and for smokers, norsmokers, and smokers and
normsmokers combined. The table indicaes that among King and Pierce Courty smokers
no statisticdly significant changes occurred between 2003and 2005in frequency of

attending alcohd-serving establishments. Among Pierce County smokers, the percentage

12



attending once aweek or more rose from 23.7 percent in 2003to 26.3in 2005(not
statisticdly significant). Theonly statisticdly significant changes visiblein Table 7
occurred among King County residents, and by consequence anong all residents.
Among norsmokers, attendancetwice aweek or more dedined from 21.0 gercent in

2003to 11.5 @rcent in 2005.

No statisticdly significant differences between 2003and 2005were deteded in length of
stay at an acohd-serving establi shment or number of drinks consumed. Thiswas true of
both King and Pierce County residents and of both smokers and nan-smokers. According
to the 2003survey, 91.4 @rcent of King Cournty smokers usualy stayed at an alcohd-
serving establi shment for at least one hour; according to the 2005survey, this percentage
has dedined to 88.2. In Pierce Courty, the percentages of individuals gaying ane hou or
more were 93.8in 2003and 91.2in 2005. According to the 2003survey, 79.2 grcent of
King Courty smokers usually had two or more drinks when they visited an alcohd-
serving establi shment; acarding to the 2005survey, the percentage had risen to 87.9. In
Pierce Courty, according to the 2003survey, 87.9percent of smokers usually had two or
more drinks; the percentage dedined to 81.6 rcent in 2005. Again, nore of the dhanges

between 2003and 2005 n time spent and dinks consumed were statisticadly significant.
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Future Prospects for Attending Establishments that Serve Alcohol

An additional series of survey items, administered to all respondents, assessd the
responcent’s thinking about how they might react to a smoking ban and why they made

the dedsions they did about going to bars over both the past 12 months.

Table 8 presents findings on the respondent’ s thinking abou how his or her attendance a
establi shments that served alcohd would be dfeded by a smoking ban. The table
presents percentages of respondents who indicate they would go more often, lessoften, ar
that a smoking ban would make no dfference. Percentages are presented from the 2003
and 2005surveys, for residents of King and Pierce Courties, and for smokers,

norsmokers, and smokers and norsmokers combined.

Acoording to Table 8, a smoking ban would na reducethe frequency with which a
magjority of survey respordents in any category thought they would go to an

establi shment that served alcohd. Among King Courty smokersin the 2005survey, 43.8
percent said they would golessoften if asmoking ban were instituted; however, 15.7
percent said they would gomore often, and 40.4 jgrcent said the ban would make no
difference. Among Pierce Courty smokers interviewed in 2005, 42.4aid they would go
lessoften; however, 3.5 mrcent said they would go more often and 54.2 jgrcent said a
ban would make no dfference  Among norsmokersin King and Pierce Courties
interviewed in 2005,abou one-third (34.0 percent and 33.0 grcent) said that they would

go more frequently if a smoking ban were imposed, whil e two-thirds (62.8 gercent and

14



63.8 mercent) said a ban would make no dfference These percentages did nd change
significantly between 2003and 2005. Figure 3 (below) presents a summary of the 2005

findings.
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Figure 3. Expectations of Visiting Alcohol-Serving Establishmentsif Smoking Were Prohibited

Table 9 presents findings from a survey item on whether smoking aff ected the
responcent’s decisionto avoid going to a bar in the past year. A statisticdly significant
diff erence between the 2003and 2005survey was found ory among King Courty
smokers. Among these respondents, the percentage indicaing that smoking affeded their
dedsionto go to an alcohd-serving establi shment rose from 20.2to 37.5. A much

small er change was naticeable anong Pierce Cournty respordents, from 39.4to 43.5

percent.
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Table 10 presents findings from a series of questions asked of all respondents about
reasons why they may have avoided going to barsin the past 12 months. Reasons
proposed to responcents included: being bothered by cigarette smoke; trying to quit
smoking; cigarette smoke aggravated a hedth condtion; and, family members or friends
were bathered by cigarette smoke. Separate figures are presented for King and Pierce
Courties and for the 2003and 2005surveys. Statisticdly significant increases from 2003
to 2005are evident throughot the table. Asan example, statisticaly significant

diff erences between 2003and 2005were foundfor both King and Pierce Courtiesin the
percentage of survey responcents who indicaed that they had avoided bars because they
were bothered by smoke. The increase was from 39.8percent to 58.3 @rcent in King

County andfrom 33.2 percent to 57.4 @rcent in Pierce Courty.

Conclusions

The data analysis presented here suppats a number of important conclusions regarding
the aceptabili ty and consequences on a ban onworkplace smoking that would include
bars and aher alcohd-serving establi shments. First, thereis great awarenessand concern
abou second-hand smoke anong King and Pierce County residents age 21 and over.
Evidence emerged that awarenessand concern is growing. Second, significant suppat
exists among these residents for aban onsmoking in all workplaces. Althougha majority
of smokers oppase such aban, nearly one-third of smokersin bah King and Pierce

Courties suppat it. Finaly, noevidence energed that the smoking ban enaded by

16



Pierce Courty adually aff ected attendance d establi shments that serve dcohd,
frequency of attendance, length of stay, or purchase of drinks. High percentages (though
non-majoriti es) of smokers indicate that they would visit bars lessoften if a smoking ban

were enaded. But findings on actual attendancein Pierce Courty after the ban indicate

no adual decrease.
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Table 1. HarmfulnessAttributed to Second-Hand Smoke by Survey Yea and Courty

Survey Year Both
Survey
Years p <
2003 2005
King County
Very harmful (%) 64.8 65.3 65.0 n.s.
Somewhat harmful (%) 24.5 25.0 24.7
A littl e bit harmful (%) 6.1 6.2 6.1
Not harmful at all (%) 4.6 3.5 4.1
Total (N) 710 680 1390
Pierce County
Very harmful (%) 65.7 68.4 67.0 n.s.
Somewhat harmful (%) 21.1 21.2 21.2
A littl e bit harmful (%) 9.8 7.2 8.5
Not harmful at all (%) 3.5 3.1 3.3
Tota (N) 693 678 1371
Table 2. Concern With Second-Hand Smoke by Survey Y ea and Courty
Survey Year Both
Survey
Years |p<
2003 2005
King County
Very concerned (%) 48.6 47.8 48.2 .01
Somewhat concerned (%) 28.3 31.1 30.2
A littl e bit concerned (%) 10.6 12.7 11.6
Not concerned at al (%) 12.5 7.4 10.0
Total (N) 720 686 1406
Pierce County
Very concerned (%) 46.7 50.8 48.7 .01
Somewhat concerned (%) 26.1 28.4 27.2
A littl e bit concerned (%) 11.8 11.9 11.9
Not concerned at al (%) 15.4 8.9 12.1
Total (N) 702 689 1391
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Table 3. Suppat Versus Oppasition to Ban onSmoking In Workplaces (Including Bars)

by Survey Y ear and Courty
Survey Year Both
Survey
Years p <
2003 2005
King County
Strongly suppat (%) 52.5 57.2 54.8 .05
Somewhat suppat (%) 19.8 21.0 20.4
Somewhat oppase (%) 11.0 10.2 10.6
Strongly oppcse (%) 16.7 11.6 14.2
Total (N) 701 675 1376
Pierce County
Strongly suppat (%) 52.0 56.0 54.0 n.s.
Somewhat suppat (%) 18.9 17.5 18.2
Somewhat oppase (%) 11.0 8.7 9.8
Strongly oppase (%) 18.1 17.9 18.0
Total (N) 681 670
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Table 4. Suppat for and Oppasitionto Ban onSmoking In Workplaces (Including Bars),
King County, 2003and 2005Surveys

Support Oppose p<
% % % %
Strongly | Somewhat | Strongly | Somewhat

Age (years)
21-24 39.3 25.8 12.4 22.5 .
25-34 53.2 22.9 8.3 15.6
3544 58.7 18.4 11.2 11.7
4554 51.5 21.3 10.8 16.4
5564 62.2 16.3 11.0 10.5
6574 56.6 19.3 12.0 12.0
75and owr 52.2 22.4 11.9 13.4
Race
White/Caucasian 53.6 21.5 10.6 14.3 .01
Bladk/African American 55.7 10.1 20.3 13.9
Asian/Padfic. Is. 69.3 19.3 1.8 9.6
Hispanic/Latino 50.9 22.8 7.0 19.3
Native American 44 .4 22.2 7.4 25.9
Other/Multiple 54.1 16.4 19.7 9.8
Gender
Male 50.3 21.0 12.6 16.1 .01
Female 59.0 19.9 8.8 12.4
Bar Customer
Yes 54.2 20.9 10.2 14.7 a.
No 57.0 18.3 13.0 11.7
Smoker
Yes 17.1 14.2 22.7 46.0 .001
No 61.6 21.6 8.4 8.4
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Table 5. Suppat for and Oppasitionto Ban onSmoking In Workplaces (Including Bars),
Pierce Courty, 2003and 2005Surveys

Support Oppose p<
% % % %
Strongly | Somewhat | Strongly | Somewhat

Age (years)
21-24 43.5 18.3 10.4 27.8 .01
2534 52.4 20.3 7.4 19.9
3544 58.9 17.0 10.6 13.4
4554 47.0 20.7 9.9 22.4
55-64 58.6 14.8 8.9 17.8
6574 63.8 12.4 10.5 13.3
75and owr 52.1 21.9 15.1 11.0
Race
White/Caucasian 52.0 17.9 11.3 18.9 .05
Blad</African American 67.0 18.4 1.9 12.6
Asian/Padfic. Is. 66.7 20.8 4.2 8.3
Hispanic/Latino 58.5 20.8 5.7 15.1
Native American 50.0 26.9 0 23.1
Other/Multiple 55.6 13.0 13.0 18.5
Gender
Male 48.8 18.9 12.1 20.2 .01
Female 58.7 17.5 7.8 16.0
Bar Customer
Yes 53.8 17.5 10.0 18.7 8.
No 56.0 21.6 9.9 12.5
Smoker
Yes 16.8 12.6 16.1 54.5 .001
No 64.1 19.7 8.2 8.1
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Table 6. Visited Establishment That Served Alcohd in Past 12 Months by Courty,
Smoking Status, and Survey Year*

Survey Year Both
Survey
Years
2003 2005 p<
King County
Smokers
Visited (%) 82.3 89.0 85.1 n.s.
Did na visit (%) 17.7 11.0 14.9
Tota (N) 124 91 215
Non-smokers n.s.
Visited (%) 80.6 83.3 81.9
Did na visit (%) 19.4 11.0 14.9
Total (N) 597 594 1191
All respondents
Visited (%) 80.9 83.9 82.4 n.s.
Did na visit (%) 19.1 16.1 17.6
Total (N) 721 685 1406
Pier ce County
Smokers
Visited (%) 84.7 92.1 88.2| ns
Did na visit (%) 15.3 7.9 11.8
Total (N) 150 139 289
Non-smokers
Visited (%) 80.0 81.2 80.6 ns.
Did na visit (%) 20.0 18.8 194
Total (N) 546 542 1088
All respondents
Visited (%) 81.0 83.4 82.2 ns.
Did na visit (%) 19.0 16.6 17.8
Total (N) 695 681 1376

Table excludes visits to restaurants that serve dcohd but do nd have separate bars.
“Borderline significant: p =.05.
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Table 7. How Often Visited Establi shments That Served Alcohd in Past 12 Months by
County, Smoking Status, and Survey Yea

Survey Year Both
Survey
Years
2003 2005 p<
King County
Smokers
Lessthan once amonth (%) 31.2 30.8 31.0 n.s.
Once amonth (%) 11.8 21.8 16.4
2 to 3times amonth (%) 26.9 19.2 23.4
Once aweek (%) 19.4 12.8 16.4
More than orce aweek (%) 10.8 15.4 12.9
Total (N) 93 78 171
Non-smokers
Lessthan once amonth (%) 43.3 41.6 42.4 .01
Once amonth (%) 17.0 24.1 20.5
2 to 3times amonth (%) 18.8 22.8 20.8
Once aweek (%) 12.0 6.5 9.3
More than orce aweek (%) 9.0 5.0 7.0
Total (N) 400 399 799
All respondents
Lessthan once amonth (%) 41.0 39.8 40.0 .01
Once amonth (%) 15.8 23.7 19.7
2 to 3times amonth (%) 20.3 22.2 21.2
Once aweek (%) 13.6 7.5 10.6
More than orce aweek (%) 9.3 6.7 8.0
Total (N) 493 477 970
Pierce County
Smokers
Lessthan once amonth (%) 29.8 28.8 29.3 n.s.
Once amonth (%) 19.3 22.9 21.1
2 to 3times amonth (%) 27.2 22.0 24.6
Once aweek (%) 11.4 15.3 13.4
More than orce aweek (%) 12.3 11.0 11.6
Total (N) 114 118 232
Non-smokers
Lessthan once amonth (%) 47.8 43.3 45.6 n.s.
Once amonth (%) 18.4 23.0 20.7
2 to 3times amonth (%) 19.5 20.1 19.8
Once aweek (%) 7.9 7.8 7.9
More than orce aweek (%) 6.4 5.8 6.1
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Total (N) 343 344 687
All respondents

Lessthan once amonth (%) 43.2 39.4 41.3 n.s.

Once amonth (%) 18.8 23.2 21.0

2 to 3times a month (%) 21.6 20.6 21.1

Once aweek (%) 8.7 9.7 9.2

More than orce aweek (%) 7.6 7.1 7.4

Total (N) 458 462 920
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Table 8. How Visiting Establi shments That Served Alcohd Would Change If Smoking
Were Prohibited, by County, Smoking Status, and Survey Yea

Survey Y ear Both Survey
Years
2003 2005 p <
King County
Smokers
Would go more often (%) 8.1 15.7 11.3| ns.
Would go lessoften (%) 41.1 43.8 42.3
Would make no dff erence (%) 50.8 40.4 46.5
Total (N) 124 89 213
Non-smokers
Would go more often (%) 33.9 34.0 34.0| ns
Would go lessoften (%) 3.9 3.2 3.5
Would make no dff erence (%) 62.2 62.8 62.5
Total (N) 596 591 1187
All respondents
Would go more often (%) 29.5 31.6 30.5 n.s.
Would go lessoften (%) 10.3 8.5 9.4
Would make no dff erence (%) 60.2 59.9 60.0
Total (N) 721 680 1401
Pierce County
Smokers
Would go more often (%) 4.6 3.5 4.1 n.s.
Would go lessoften (%) 40.4 42.4 42.3
Would make no dff erence (%) 55.0 54.2 54.6
Total (N) 151 144 295
Non-smokers ns.
Would go more often (%) 27.3 33.0 30.1
Would go lessoften (%) 3.5 3.1 3.3
Would make no dff erence (%) 69.2 63.8 66.5
Total (N) 546 542 1088
All respondents
Would go more often (%) 22.2 26.8 24.5 n.s.
Would go lessoften (%) 11.6 11.4 11.5
Would make no dff erence (%) 66.1 61.8 64.0
Total (N) 697 686 1383
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Table9. How Smoking Affeded Dedsionin Past Yea to Avoid Going to an
Establishment That Served Alcohd, by County, Smoking Status, and Survey Y ear

Survey Y ear Both Survey
Years
2003 2005 p <
King County
Smokers
Did pay arole (%) 20.2 37.5 27.4 .01
Did na play arole (%) 79.8 62.5 72.6
Total (N) 124 88 212
Non-smokers
Did pay arole (%) 53.4 50.6 52.0| ns
Did na play arole (%) 46.6 49.4 48.0
Total (N) 592 593 1185
All respondents
Did play arole (%) 47.6 49.0 48.3 n.s.
Did na play arole (%) 52.4 51.0 51.7
Total (N) 716 682 1398
Pier ce County
Smokers
Did pay arole (%) 19.5 28.0 23.6 n.s.
Did na play arole (%) 80.5 72.0 76.4
Total (N) 149 143 292
Non-smokers
Did pay arole (%) 44.8 47.4 46.2| ns.
Did na play arole (%) 55.2 52.3 53.8
Total (N) 543 543 1086
All respondents
Did pay arole (%) 39.4 43.5 41.4| ns
Did na play arole (%) 60.6 56.5 57.6
Total (N) 693 685 1378
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Table 10. Avoidance of Alcohd-Serving Establishmentsin the Past 12 Months for

Spedfied Reasons

Survey Year Both Survey
Years
2003 2005 p <
King County
Bothered by cigarette smoke
Yes(%)| 39.8 58.3 48.9| .001
No (%) | 60.2 41.7 51.5
Total (N) 714 684 1398
Trying to quit
Yes (%) 2.4 10.8 6.5| .001
No (%) | 97.6 89.2 93.5
Total (N) 723 686 1409
Health condition aggravated
Yes (%) 16.5 19.8 18.1 ns.
No (%) | 83.5 80.2 81.9
Total (N) 721 683 1404
Friends/family members bother ed
Yes(%)| 30.9 56.0 43.2 .001
No (%) | 69.1 44.0 56.8
Total (N) 713 684 684
Pier ce County
Bothered by cigarette smoke
Yes(%)| 33.2 57.4 45.1| .001
No (%) | 66.8 42.6 54.9
Total (N) 702 687 1389
Trying to quit
Yes (%) 3.1 11.4 7.3| .001
No (%) | 96.1 88.6 92.7
Total (N) 703 690 1393
Health condition aggravated
Yes(%)| 15.7 24.1 19.8| .001
No (%) | 84.3 75.9 80.2
Total (N) 701 686 1387
Friends/family members bother ed
Yes(%)| 28.3 55.5 41.7| .001
No(%)| 71.1 44.5 58.3
700 685 1385
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